Abstract. The World Trade Organisation's (WTO) consistent rejection of proposals for the inclusion of a Social Clause into its existing rules and regulations has prompted the International Labour Organisation (ILO) to examine alternative ways in which global consensus on the regulation of labour standards can be developed. In this paper, we map the failure of the Social Clause debate by reference to the outcome of successive WTO Ministerials and examine the role of executive leadership and related epistemic activity in the development of the international labour standards regime (ILSR). We conclude that the switch to a focus on a regime of core labour standards provides the most promising platform for progress in labour protection and an influential outcome in placing the ILO at the heart of attempts to integrate social policy into global economic governance.
Introduction
The post-war expansion in international trade and the complexity of issues addressed by contemporary trade negotiations have led to an attendant expansion in the focus and activities of those international organisations with responsibilities for trade regulation. This upsurge in activity has brought with it widespread public attention. One dramatic and highly visible dimension of this has been mass demonstrations and violent protests during the meetings of world and regional organisations. Another has witnessed a proliferation of civil society campaigns designed to draw attention to the persistent and increasing ills of the global economy. In the face of persistent environmental degradation, human rights abuses, corporate corruption and the suppression of labour rights, a key dimension of these campaigns has been a call for the establishment and invigoration of mechanisms for global standard setting and enforcement. Common to all have been demands for change and greater transparency in the nascent system of global economic governance.
Set against this backdrop, our paper explores the impact of the debate over a linkage between trade and labour standards (the so-called Social Clause) on one such mechanism of global standard setting:
the International Labour Organisation (ILO)-centred international labour standards regime (ILSR). Our purpose is to illustrate how the ILSR has adapted to, and developed within, a system of global economic governance that places little emphasis on the maintenance of minimum standards of protection. At the core of our analysis is the notion that the creation of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) provided an opportunity to extend the regime's reach by means of the trade-labour standards linkage. We argue that despite significant debate and an outcome that failed to establish a firm linkage between trade liberalisation and minimum labour standards, alternative models of international standard setting have emerged. Some take the form of voluntarist codes of conduct adopted by private actors such as multinational corporations. Others involve governments strengthening domestic social protection in line with internationally agreed norms. All, in some way, make reference to standards established by an ILO revitalised by the trade and labour standards debate and seeking to extend the scope of the ILSR by means of the Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work and the Decent Work agenda.
As we argue below, the ILO has returned to its roots in the Declaration of Philadelphia 1944 and has once more taken on the mantle of international promoter and defender of not just labour standards, but also a broader social partnership in economic development. In taking up this broader agenda, the ILO is carving out a role as a key player in the heartland of global economic policymaking.
In developing our argument, we first set out what we mean by the term 'international labour standards regime' and explore the significance of its 'epistemic community' in developing and regulating this regime. Second, we plot the development of the ILSR concentrating on those aspects of its evolution pertinent to our study. Third, we explore the debate around labour standards and international trade as it took place within the WTO. Fourth, we examine the response of the ILSR to the settlement of the trade and labour standards debate. Finally, we offer our concluding comments.
Regimes and Epistemic Activity
The growth in intergovernmental institutions since the end of the Second World War represents an attempt by states to institutionalise their international relations around key challenges. The 1944 Bretton Woods Agreement not only provided the supporting framework for the post-war trade system (the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade -GATT) but, through the establishment of other international agencies such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Word Bank, promoted further expansion of intergovernmental organisations. The new multilateralist agenda gradually disassembled the imperial trading systems, expanded economic integration and deepened political reciprocity. In the process, multilateralism encouraged an 'international political society -an expanding web of international norms, treaties, and institutions giving rise to sustained co-operation and higher levels of governance above the nation-state' (Weiss, 1999, 66) . International regimes -implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a given area of international relations (Krasner, 1982) -are an outcome of this accommodation-seeking 'society.' Trade, labour standards, human rights and the environment are prominent examples of international regimes that constitute an increasingly complex multilateralist framework. Each comprises a set of principles, norms and rules that govern state behaviour, frame international co-operation and act as a reference point in legitimising non-governmental initiatives. Inevitably, the pursuit of liberalisation in trade and finance, attendant market reforms and the crumbling of the Keynesian welfare state have thrown the spotlight on the influence of international institutions on domestic policy and the character of domestic regimes (Gourevitch, 1996) . Also, the articulation of inter-governmental engagement (through regime principles, rules and decision-making procedures) poses questions about how this engagement is constructed, developed and regulated.
As we show below, the case of the ILSR demonstrates that co-operation seeking is not just an accommodation between domestic and international interests but is also an outcome of the activities of executive leadership and related epistemic communities that inhabit international organisations. In this regard, international institutions actively help states to accomplish their objectives through the generation of ideas, the identification of points of consensus and the construction of contingent policy initiatives arising from this consensus. For us, this institutional activity constitutes one key but underresearched starting point in understanding the political economy of international standards and codes.
We now turn to the role and importance of the ILO's own epistemic community -its executive leadership and network of technical experts. An epistemic community is a network of professionals with recognised expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policyrelevant knowledge within that domain (Haas, 1992, 3) . The diffusion of ideas and the generation of information frameworks in which states can reduce uncertainty and engage around mutual areas of interest both underpins and complements executive activity. Here a regime's epistemic community plays a key (but often unacknowledged) role in international policy co-ordination. It provides direction and coherence derived from this expertise and competence, creating a degree of autonomy for the community and its international organisation.
Successive ILO Director Generals have placed great emphasis on the Organisation's research activities in an effort to address many of the socio-economic questions posed by economic downturn, unemployment and social dislocation. This emphasis broadened the competence of the ILO beyond standard setting to the creation of an unrivalled body of knowledge that demonstrated the economic as well as the social importance of international labour legislation. For example, at the end of the Second World War the ILO 'had the world's foremost collection of technical experts on social policy questions' (Haas, 1964, 157) .The epistemic activities of successive ILO administrations have been an important factor in forging links between domestic and international interests and developing an organisation that has sought more inclusive and socially active global governance. Regime-drift experienced by the ILO in the post-war period was an outcome of the marginalisation of these ambitions in favour of the bi-polar politics of the Cold War which conditioned its institutional activities (Hughes, 2002, 170) . The end of the Cold War, the reconfiguration of alliances in the wake of post-colonial development, the emergence of new economic powers in Asia and Latin America, and the rise in domestic challenges to the doctrine of market liberalism have forged a more complex form of multilateralism that has presented new challenges to the institutional processes and policy prescriptions of international organisations. These challenges and their internal and external manifestations suggest that international regimes will require new frameworks and modes of thinking among influential epistemic communities. This is unequivocally the case in the ILO and its ILSR.
At this stage, we should emphasise that global interdependence means that groups active at the domestic level increasingly have 'regime interests'. To follow Haggard and Simmons (1987) , international welfare initiatives are not only rooted within particular policy decisions but also the compliance of states to regime norms, the way international co-operation is institutionalised and how legitimacy is afforded to the regime through the access it provides to private actors. 'Domestic' actors also now act internationally by means of participation in international organisations and the international regimes in which these organisations operate. They become part of, and determinants of, the form taken by regimes and, consequently, are intimately involved in global governance. The ILSR illustrates how, once established, the ILO actively used its unique tripartite platform across member countries and within the ILO structure and associated policy initiatives to fuse domestic and international interests.
The process of 'active collaboration' has informed the strategies of the ILO's epistemic community and has been articulated in multilateral activities by identification of interests, the advancing of ideas accommodating interests and the engineering of consensus around social policy issues arising from these interests. Domestically, this process has been complemented (and reinforced) by ILO-managed technical programmes involving direct engagement with domestic actors representing its tripartite constituency but more recently including broader civil society movements. It follows that regimes develop as their constituencies come to observe and accept the long-term welfare-increasing benefits of regime co-operation (Weiss, 1999) . As an outcome, regimes become more durable and their institutional 'value' is increased as states and other actors turn to a regime's epistemic community for advice and leadership. In essence, it is through this activity that regimes, once established, take on a life of their own (Keohane, 1989) . international co-operation on the regulation of labour standards; and a demand that labour-related provisions be included in any post-war peace treaty and put into legislative action (Alcock, 1971; Cox, 1977; Haworth and Hughes, 1997) . As a result, Article XIII of the Treaty of Versailles became the first multilateral agreement to establish an organisation -the ILO -dedicated to the pursuit of social justice and the elevation of labour standards to formal international status. It is this pursuit, conducted for much of the ILO's life in terms of the promulgation and monitoring of Conventions, that gives rise to the contemporary ILSR.
The high unemployment, poverty and political strife of the inter-war years provided a dramatic lesson in how economic policies and tariff wars could impact upon labour conditions and undermine political stability. One significant outcome of early investment in ILO research capabilities was that its economists were among the first to understand the seriousness of the economic depression (Endres and Fleming, 1996, page 220) . In response, they advocated ideas and policies which challenged However, over the ensuing decades, the ILO's pursuit of labour rights and social justice became less attuned to changes in the economic orthodoxies of the post-war Bretton Woods institutions, the IMF and the World Bank. As the membership and liberalisation agenda of the GATT grew, so did the influence of lending mechanisms employed by the IMF and World Bank. In the 1980s, both institutions became advocates of market liberalisation as internal changes in thinking and policy reflected the pre-eminence of neo-liberal agendas (Stiglitz, 2002, page 13) . These agendas attached new conditions to IMF and World Bank lending policies. Articulated in Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAP), borrower countries were required, amongst other things, to implement stabilisation policies such as currency devaluation and reducing state expenditure, while concurrent adjustment conditions required the removal of price controls, public subsidies and 'protectionist' trade tariffs. Employment was addressed in strict pricing terms with unionised labour in particular construed as a fundamental impediment to the efficient functioning of the market mechanism. Under this ideological onslaught, the post-war relationship between economic policy and social justice dissolved and with it the influence of the ILO in the new structures of multilateral policy making. The authority of the ILO, and, hence, the vitality of the ILSR, were widely questioned.
As a result, the ILO has at times found itself lacking both credibility and influence in international forums convened to govern the international economy or facilitate trade and investment liberalisation. Thus, whilst today a orthodox consensus exists in market economies that increased trade and investment liberalisation is one of the driving forces for global economic progress, the multilateral mechanisms which have articulated this consensus have very little to say about its social dimension. Indeed, the institutions at the core of global economic governance are unaccustomed to thinking about a social dimension for two main reasons -social considerations were seen to be the concern of national governments, rather than international institutions engrossed in technical economic and financial issues, and, once the structural adjustment model was in full swing from the later 1970s, social considerations were consigned to secondary status.
The WTO and the Social Clause
Although the ILO found its influence waning during the 1980s, and with it the ILSR, an opportunity was to present itself for the ILO to re-insert itself into the core of global economic policy-making. Building on a long history, the contentious issue of linking trade agreements with labour standards (the so-called 'Social Clause') resurfaced during the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations (1986 GATT negotiations ( -1994 . The Round was punctuated by what continues to be a profound rift between the US and EU over agriculture, and fault lines emerged between developed and developing states over the questions of services, intellectual property and investment. However, political tensions also developed over the issue of whether the yet-to-be-established WTO should incorporate certain 'social' provisions in its legal framework. Given the difficulties in moving forward on substantive trade issues, an agreement was reached that certain 'additional items' would be discussed at some future point, of which the labour standards issue was but one. However, these issues were 'parked' without a clear understanding of how they should be resolved.
The issue of a linkage between trade and labour standards was, however, the subject of heated debate during the WTO's first ministerial meeting in Singapore in December 1996. The purpose of the meeting was to deal with outstanding issues, as well as to assess the WTO's performance in its first two years of operation. Treatment of the trade-labour standards linkage was determined by complex and far broader factors associated with the regulation of international trade. The concerns of developing countries were particularly important. Mindful of the history of discrimination associated with the GATT -in particular, for example, the exclusion of agriculture and textiles from measures to liberalise trade -developing countries were wary of any proposals seeking to introduce new exceptions into the WTO's legal (contractual) framework (Wilkinson, 2001, pages 403-408) . They feared that such moves would empower members to suspend their procurement of most-favoured-nation (MFN) status vis-à-vis other members deemed non-compliant. This wariness was compounded by the fear of a resurgence in unilateralism by the US (a chief advocate of a linkage between trade liberalisation and the maintenance of minimum standards of labour). The result was a concerted effort on the part of developing states to block the WTO's discussion of 'additional items', in turn firmly blocking the establishment of a legal commitment to a Social Clause backed up by the WTO's dispute settlement mechanism (DSM) -see argued that the WTO needed to 'give answers to issues of very real public concern', citing 'social conditions' and 'employment' as among the most pressing. Although Ruggiero did not directly mention the labour standards issue, his comments were interpreted by some as containing the potential to reopen the debate. His suggestions for dealing with 'the interrelationships which undoubtedly exist' and the assertion that greater collaboration take place among key world organisations looked to be unlocking, if not reopening, the door for a future WTO investigation of the labour standards issue. They also added substance to calls for the WTO and ILO to engage in some meaningful collaboration. It seemed, then, that the Singapore decision was indeed far from emphatic, and that a new, potentially divisive moment had emerged within the international trade regime.
Geneva was followed by three interrelated events, which proved significant for the outcome of the Social Clause debate. First, public hostility to the perceived social consequences of neo-liberal restructuring grew in intensity and was threatening to derail the global liberalisation project. Certainly, by the late 1990s, the primacy enjoyed by neo-liberal thinking was increasingly questioned by governments and wider civil society.
Second, an important mutation occurred in the proposed content of a linkage between trade and labour standards. Proposals shifted away from a legal commitment to the maintenance of minimum worker rights supported by the WTO's Dispute Settlement Mechanism (DSM) to an acceptance of the Singapore endorsement of core labour standards, coupled with a US/EU suggestion that a joint WTO/ILO forum be convened. Such proposals were not, however, met favourably in either institution.
Suggestions that the remit of the WTO be extended into the area of core labour standards sat uncomfortably with the ILO's traditional emphasis on voluntarism and moral suasion as the principle forms of regime regulation (Haworth and Hughes, 1997: pages 189-93) . There were also elements within the ILO who feared the consequences of closer links with the WTO because of possible disruption of the ILO's tripartite status quo (with implications for operational activities within the ILO).
Meanwhile, within the WTO, the technical trade specialists were unimpressed by the prospect of closer involvement with the ILO. Many WTO members shared this view, believing that the social issues played no role in the technical work of the WTO. Amongst WTO staff, there was a view that social issues should be addressed in a 'third' location, perhaps somewhere in the broader framework of UN institutions. The Singapore rejection of the social clause model and its identification of the ILO as the appropriate forum for such issues met the preferences of many staff in both institutions as well as those of many WTO member economies. Paradoxically, as we shall see, in time it also provided the ILO with an opportunity to revitalise its role as the international institution at the heart of the ILSR.
Third, proposals for a third location in which the social consequences of 'market failure' would be addressed began to emerge. Most notable among these was UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan's launching of the 'Global Compact' (Hughes and Wilkinson, 2001: pages 155-159) . Three features of the Compact are noteworthy for our purposes. First, the Compact intended to draw together business, labour and civil society representatives in the pursuit of a moral adherence to its 9 principles. Second, of the 9 principles at the heart of the Compact, 4 relate to labour (of the remainder, 2 relate to human rights and 3 to the environment). Notably, the 4 labour principles are those at the heart of the labour standards debate. Third, the timing of the Compact's launch was important. Though the Compact was not formally launched until 26 July 2000, Kofi Annan chose to use the January 1999 meeting of the World Economic Forum (WEF) to give notice of its existence. This was the first WEF after the WTO's Geneva meeting. Taken together, it appeared that the Compact has been designed to achieve inter alia two ends: to take some heat away from a resurgence of pressure for the WTO to deal with social issues and to reinforce the shift away from a Social Clause towards a focus on core labour standards.
So how does this relate to the fortunes of the labour standards debate? The upsurge in civil hostility to the perceived consequences of WTO activities, the background provided by the Asian crisis, and the response of Ruggiero together pointed to an instance wherein the labour standards debate could have re-emerged on the WTO agenda. Ultimately, however, the opportunity was not realised. It did, nevertheless, generate an important reaction. Thereafter, a concerted effort emerged, played out over the next two ministerial meetings, to put an end to the debate once and for all. The WTO's third Ministerial Meeting in Seattle in late November/early December 1999 ended in failure.
Not only were designs for a new trade round temporarily shelved, but also the level of hostility within the meeting was such that members were unable to agree upon a ministerial declaration. The WTO's response was to embark on a dual strategy designed to unlock the Seattle inertia. The first and most significant dimension of this was to address the concerns of developing countries. However, the level of civil dissatisfaction directed towards the WTO in Seattle, as well as during the meetings of other international organisations in the immediate aftermath, also required the WTO to engage in a substantive dialogue with civil society organisations. Key to this dialogue was an attempt to abate suggestions that WTO rules offered multinational corporations an opportunity to disregard basic worker rights, and thus divert attention away from the labour standards issue.
This dual strategy was reflected in the outcome of the WTO's fourth, and to date most successful Ministerial Meeting -Doha 9-13 November 2001. The meeting witnessed a marked increase in the language of development in official documents, and a visible effort to nurture a closer relationship between the WTO and NGOs. But it also signalled a general acceptance of the closure of the Social Clause debate. Key to this was the issuing of a second Ministerial Declaration in which the labour standards issue was addressed. Like its Singapore predecessor, the Doha Declaration absolved the WTO of any responsibility for labour standards and emphasised that the appropriate location for such discussions was the ILO. In doing so, the Doha Declaration promulgated a clear division of labour between the two organisations and their associated regimes, involving no significant overlap of interests (WTO, 2001: paragraph 8) .
In summary, since the conclusion of the Uruguay Round and the creation of the WTO, a concerted effort to create a trade-labour standards linkage based on the Social Clause has failed. It has failed primarily because nation states have been unwilling to commit in sufficient numbers to the linkage and because of the political tensions underpinning the debate. States have preferred to keep separate two potentially linked international regimes -the trade regime and the ILSR. Crucially in this regard, each respective epistemic community has been keen to maintain an independence of thought that draws upon different traditions and different methods of action in the development and regulation of their respective regimes.
This led to each episteme questioning the viability of the Social Clause and the efficiency of a joint ILO/WTO regulatory mechanism. We would argue that this epistemic resistance has been an important but often overlooked dimension to the failure of the Social Clause model. Given these difficulties, the Social Clause always faced long odds. However, out of this failure has emerged new potential for the ILO and the ILSR.
The ILO, the Social Clause and Decent Work
Clearly, as we note above, the demand for a Social Clause attached to multilateral trade agreements no longer has sufficient political support for it to be established in the form originally envisaged by its proponents. However, it is the institutional dimension to the debate that has opened up new avenues for engagement on a social dimension to trade. In this regard the demand for a Social Clause to be attached to the WTO-patrolled trade regime, and the resistance to this demand, has not only prompted a reinvigoration of ILO activities and the international labour standards regime, it has exposed social welfare limitations in the multilateralist agenda. Two factors provide the ILO with a platform on which to establish itself as the principle forum for multilateralist engagement on social issues: the activities of the ILO executive leadership; and the pursuit of the Decent Work agenda
Executive Leadership
The speeches of ILO Director-Generals have always been defined by their commentary on major social and economic issues and their emphasis on institutional action -a practice first employed by the founding Director of the ILO Albert Thomas and followed consistently by his successors (Cox, 1969) . In 
The Decent Work Agenda
Hansenne's successor, Juan Somavia, was elected on a mandate to pursue much of the agenda put in place by his predecessor. The twin themes of modernisation and renewal attempt to carry this agenda further. In this regard, a number of objectives are being pursued:
The focus on the ILO's 'Decent Work' agenda as a global requirement Strengthened tripartism and collective action among the ILO constituents A reformed and modernised ILO A clearer policy identity that will permit closer engagement with other [intergovernmental] institutions and actors.
The Decent Work (DW) agenda is central to the repositioning of the ILSR. In the DW report adopted in 1999, the overarching objective of the ILO was identified as the promotion of 'opportunities for women and men to obtain decent productive work, in conditions of freedom, equity, security and human dignity'.
In turn, this objective reflects the DW agenda's status as the focal point of four strategic ILO objectives: rights at work, employment, social protection and social dialogue. Hence, the DW agenda is another restatement of the ILO's acceptance of global responsibilities for social well-being writ large.
DW is understood within the ILO in three ways -as an expression of popular aspirations in a political context; as an analytical concept allowing the ILO's strategic objectives to be united effectively; as a policy framework for interventions 'at the crossroads of economic, social and political agendas'. The DW agenda is carried forward in a number of ways. For example, eight DW pilot programmes have been implemented in Asia, Africa, Europe and Latin America. In the ILO's Asian region, countries are developing tripartite National Action Plans by which DW will be promoted. DW has also been integrated into poverty reduction programmes. Finally, there is a range of DW-related country-based initiatives.
The National Action Plan (NAP) approach merits particular attention. The NAP approach is widely used elsewhere (in EU employment strategy and in APEC, for example). In the case of DW, it provides an important tripartite opportunity at national level to assess the coherence of national employment and social protection measures with the international standards agreed at the ILO. NAPs permit the domestic partners to assess how international standards should best be addressed in the particular social, political and economic contexts that apply. Thus, NAPs focus on the development of policy agendas and time frames appropriate to national circumstances. The intention is to develop this agenda on the basis of extended social and tripartite dialogue, which will allow the development of an integrated policy framework. Different policy foci emerge in different countries. For example, in Ghana, the It is too early to make an assessment of the impact of the DW agenda and, as Berar (Ibid) points out, much work is still to be done on the monitoring and assessment of DW activities. Certainly, it would be precipitate and unwarranted to attribute success to the agenda. This is an important issue, but not the focus of this discussion. Our focus is on the strategic direction of the ILO and its ILSR. Under
Hansenne and Somavia, the ILO has built on its traditional strengths and commitments in a refocusing of its activities away from the Social Clause to a much broader agenda. Instead of an emphasis on the trade and labour standards linkage, the ILO has translated its traditional emphases on work and social dialogue into a model of basic human rights in an integrated global economy. The adoption of the Declaration and the DW agenda reasserts a much broader responsibility for social, economic and political dialogue on the ILO's part, and in many ways restates and modernises the 1944 Philadelphia vision.
The DW agenda recaptures the fundamental concerns that informed the early development of the ILSR -the promotion of fundamental principles and rights at work; social protection; social dialogue; and employment, enterprise creation and human resource development. Visible public interventions and the mobilisation of domestic interests around globalisation and social justice have seen a renewal of political investment in the machinery of tripartism. A significant influence was the desire to shift the trade and labour standards debate away from the regulatory instruments of the WTO and into the ILO.
However, an added dimension to this shift is the emphasis on a parallel engagement with other global governance institutions as the ILO seeks a greater role in the multilateral system. The focus of this engagement is a carefully considered and proactive approach to social issues arising from the process of globalisation. Both Hansenne and Somavia have promoted this engagement in two ways: in terms of the renewal of political commitment to the ILO and the recognition of (and response to) mounting criticism of the failure of the multilateral system to engage in a cohesive and systematic approach to these issues. For Somavia -taking a more overtly critical stance than his predecessor -the tendency for the institutions of this system to operate as autonomous, inwardly protective and self-serving entities has rendered multilateralism 'an archipelago of basically unconnected islands'. He argues Decent work … offers a way of combining employment, rights, social protection and social dialogue in development strategies. The difficulties faced by the traditional structural adjustment polices of the Bretton Woods institutions lie in part in their failure to incorporate these goals, and poverty reduction strategies will not succeed unless the same goals are built into them. At present, the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers produced under the auspices of those institutions do not frontally address these issues. Reducing the decent work deficit is the quality road to poverty reduction and to greater legitimacy of the global economy (Somavia, 2001 ).
More generally, the ILO's search for common ground on which to build an institutionally inclusive system of global governance is grounded in the belief that that in order to thrive, markets must be embedded in broader frameworks of social values and shared objectives. The piecemeal and fragmented approach of the Bretton Woods institutions to these frameworks and the failure to sustain a system-wide dialogue about the social dimensions of economic integration, underlines the task facing Somavia. While labour and civil movements are dealt with by arms-length diplomacy (except within the ILO), to a large extent the onus lies in the political commitment of governments to build a new consensus within and among the institutions of multilateralism. The sophisticated forms of activism employed by NGOs to garner support and influence public opinion, and the increasingly confrontational strategies employed by the global protest movements, demand a more considered response than has hitherto been employed by the targets of these protests (Hughes, 2002, page 170) . The convergence of domestic and international interests (both aligned with the issues and critical thereof) around issues of globalisation, regulatory transparency, human security and social justice, places new demands on the system of global economic governance. The challenge for Somavia and the multilateral institutions with which he is seeking to co-operate is no more and no less than to nurture a reconfiguration of this system.
Conclusion
At one level, the ILO and its renewal of the ILSR is a case-study of success out of adversity. As the orthodoxy of neo-liberalism spread, the influence of the ILO as an international agency and the ILSR as an international regime receded in the wake of state-led economic restructuring and market reforms.
Labour markets were deregulated and the legislative growth in labour protection reversed. In facing these challenges, the capacity of the ILO's epistemic community to reposition and revitalise the organisation's energies has again proven to be a key asset in seizing opportunities afforded by the Social Clause debate. The emergence of the Social Clause issue in the GATT and the subsequent debate in and around the WTO embodied growing concerns over multilateralism's failure to address the social costs of globalisation. However, without the necessary political and institutional support, the Social Clause model remains outside the growing and increasingly complex architecture of international labour protection. For us, the strength of the Social Clause lies not in the model itself -on which there lies little consensus -but in the debate which has highlighted deficiencies in the multilateral agenda and the web of alternatives that have arisen to rejuvenate debate around international labour protection.
Each, in some way makes reference to core labour standards. These in turn have served to recognise, sometimes willingly, other times reluctantly, the institutional role of the ILO in promoting dialogue and capacity building in the development of social protection programmes. Moreover, in rejecting a WTO- 
